






Based on infonnation from the SUIVeys and focus group discussions, it is evident that mandating
consolidation is not an acceptable option for the state. Many citizens and county officials were
quick to comment that boundary change initiatives are, according to the state constitution, subject
to public referendum before any adjustments could be made and therefore, it would be
unconstitutional for the state to unilaterally mandate boundary changes. The public would,
however, be receptive to legislation which would encourage inter-county cooperation in order to
offer a range of services as they see fit, rather than as the result of state mandates. However,
neither citizens nor elected officials were able to offer specifics on howthis could be
accomplished. Citizens and county officials were also somewhat receptive to the idea of the state
offering Gnancial incentives to facilitate boundary adjustments, though very few were able to offer
concrete suggestions regarding the necessary amount. Those who did suggested rather large
annual sums which they would utilize to help defray the costs ofboundary adjustments or
consolidation(s).

FINAL CONCLUSIONS

The research for this report clearly indicates that it would not be acceptable for the state to
mandate county boundary adjustments or consolidations. Boundary adjustments Should be
voluntary, with the support of county residents and officials. The state should also recognize that
counties are far more interested in pursuing joint powers agreements and other voluntary
cooperative efforts than they are in pursuing boundary adjustments.

It is not clear how consolidation or boundary adjustments would necessary lead to an improved
quality of serVices, increased range of service, more effective or efficient delivery systems. It is
certain how much the State itselfwould save in administrative costs from the reduction in the
number of counties. Already joint power agreements and regionalization ofservice delivery
systems have reduced the number of operating entities for services. The Department of
Corrections currently works with 56 counties, there are 10 Judicial Districts, 44 Community
Health Districts and 12 State Highway Maintenance Districts incorporating all 87 counties.

The question remains, would citizens, taxpayers, and consumers of government services benefit
from a reduction in the number ofcounties or boundary adjustments? Or would the· adjustments
amount to a "zero-sum game" in which fewer counties would be expected to provide the same
level of services across larger geographic areas without being able to realize a significant cost
savings to the county or the state. Alternatively, costs could be shifted to the public who may
have to travel a longer distance or accept reduced service levels, quality, quantity, effectiveness or
efficiency because of an increase in the number of clients or service area.

The state should, therefore, look for additional methods and mechanisms to encourage voluntary
cooperation and collaboration. The nature of incentives which might be necessary to encourage
further collaborative efforts are unclear at this time and further research should be undertaken to
determine what incentives might be necessary. This would require working closely with state
agencies, county officials, and civic organizations in order to gather their input and advice.
Counties would also likely welcome efforts by the state to facilitate delivery of services in
conformance with individual county's desires, needs, and specifications, based on citizen and
elected official inpu( rather than state mandates.
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